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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takada 
(6201398) in view of Fujii et al (6,710,607). 

Regarding claim 1, Takada discloses [see Fig. 4] an electronic circuit inspection sensor 
(probe assembly 600) for inspecting a conductive pattern (pattern line 520b) formed on an 
electronic circuit (board 500) [see col. 1, lines 6-22], said electronic circuit inspection sensor 
(600) comprising a sensor element (electrode 620) having a size less than the line width of the 
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conductive pattern (520b) to be inspected [see Fig. 4], said sensor element (620) being arranged 
so as to allow the intensity of radiation (known in Takada as radiant waves) emitted from said 
conductive pattern (520b) to be detected [see col. 5, lines 45-47] and to allow the distribution of 
said radiation intensity to be detected in the form corresponding to the shape of said conductive 
pattern (520b). However, Takada does not disclose a plurality of sensors being arranged in a 
matrix arrangement as claimed. Fujii et al disclose [see Figs, 2 and 4] an electronic circuit 
inspection sensor (sensor chip 1) comprising plurality of sensor elements (sensor elements 12n) 
being arranged adjacent to each other in a matrix arrangement [see col. 7, lines 10-15 and col. 
13, lines 54-62]. Further, Fujii et al teach that the addition of sensor elements arranged in a 
matrix arrangement is advantageous because it makes it possible to reduce the unevenness in the 
number of the sensor elements per a unit area and clarify the relative physical relationship 
between the respective sensor elements so as to readily specify each shape of the circuit wirings 
based on the detected signals. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the apparatus of Takada by adding a plurality of 
sensor elements in a matrix arrangement as taught by Fujii et al in order to reduce the 
unevenness in the number of the sensor elements per a unit area and clarify the relative physical 
relationship between the respective sensor elements so as to readily specify each shape of the 
circuit wirings based on the detected signals. 

Regarding claim 2, Takada discloses said sensor element has sides (vertical surfaces 620a 
and 620b). However, he does not disclose each side lengths are about one third of the line width 
of said conductive pattern as claimed. It is well known to have different size lengths for a sensor 
element where needed [see MPEP 2144.04; In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 
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220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984)]. It would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to make the side lengths of the sensor element of Takada to be any reasonable size since the 
dimension of the sides of the sensor element would not change the performance of the sensor 
element which is to detect radiation intensity (radiant waves in Takada) of the conductive 
pattern. 

Regarding claims 3-4, Takada discloses said sensor element (620) is disposed above said 
electronic circuit (500) to entirely cover said conductive pattern (520b) [see Fig. 4]. 

Regarding claims 5-8, Takada discloses said sensor element (620) is positioned to said 
conductive pattern (520b) in a non-contact manner [see Abstract, lines 1-2]. 

Regarding claim 9, Takada discloses [see Fig. 9] an inspection system comprising: 
inspection signal supply means (oscillator 701) for supplying an AC signal to selected one of 
conductive pattems (pattern lines 750 and 760) formed on an electronic circuit (board 700) [see 
col. 8, hues 35-36] to inspect said selected conductive pattern (750 or 760); an electronic circuit 
inspection sensor (probe assembly 600 see Fig. 4 for farther details) including a sensor element 
(electrode 620) having a size less than the line width of the conductive pattern (520b) to be 
inspected [see Fig, 4], said sensor element (620) being arranged so as to allow the intensity of 
radiation (known in Takada as radiant waves) emitted from said conductive pattern (520b) to be 
detected [see col. 5, lines 45-47] and to allow the distribution of said radiation intensity to be 
detected in the form corresponding to the shape of said conductive pattern (520b); pickup means 
(waveform processor 710) for picking up individual radiation intensities detected by respective 
said sensor elements (600) [see col. 7, lines 47-52]; and recognition means (personal computer 
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800) for recognizing a specific region of said conductive pattern (750 or 760) from which said 
radiation is emitted, in accordance with said radiation intensities picked up by said pickup means 
(710), wherein said specific region recognized by said recognition means (800) is compared to 
said conductive pattern (750 or 760) so as to allow a possible defect [known in Takada as 
disconnection] of said conductive pattem (750 or 760) to be identified [see Abstract lines 1-4, 
col.8, lines 46-56]. However, Takada does not disclose a plurality of sensors as claimed. Fujii et 
al disclose [see Figs. 2 and 4] an electronic circuit inspection sensor (sensor chip 1) comprising 
plurality of sensor elements (sensor elements 12n) being arranged adjacent to each other in a 
matrix arrangement [see col 7, lines 10-15 and col. 13, lines 54-62]. Further, Fujii et al teach 
that the addition of sensor elements arranged in a matrix arrangement is advantageous because it 
makes it possible to reduce the unevenness in the number of the sensor elements per a unit area 
and clarify the relative physical relationship between the respective sensor elements so as to 
readily specify each shape of the circuit wirings based on the detected signals. It would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the apparatus of Takada by adding a plurality of sensor elements in a matrix arrangement 
as taught by Fujii et al in order to reduce the unevenness in the number of the sensor elements 
per a unit area and clarify the relative physical relationship between the respective sensor 
elements so as to readily specify each shape of the circuit wirings based on the detected signals. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Fujii et al (6734692) disclose a method and apparatus inspecting a board under test. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jermele M. HoUington whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1960. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (9:00-4:30 EST) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Tokar can be reached on (517) 272-1812. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an appUcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubhshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PuWic PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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